Present: 


Regrets: 
Absent: 


Guests: 


ASFC 93-8M 
CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY 


Council of the Faculty of Arts and Science 
Minutes of the meeting held on Friday, November 26, 1993 
G. Valaskakis; P. Bird; F. Stevens; C. White; M. Yates; B. Harris; D. Markiewitz; 
C. Foster; J. Appleby; B. Litner; S. Ruby; R. Pallen; D. Brown; D. Salée; B. 
Sahni; J. Baggaley; D. Sheps; M. Catry-Verron; W. Sellers; S. Kumerapeli; W. 
van Nus; E. Raudsepp; H. Shulman; A. Galler; M. Malik; A. Teffeteller; C. Gray; 
R. Sharma; H. Hutter; A. Schwartzman; M. Despland; M. Ainley, D. Howes; C. 
Potworowski; M. Saunders; J. Snyder; J.-F. Plamondon; J. Wilkinson; M. Boyer; 
H.O. Cohen; P. Dalton; A. Gauthier; M. Giles; G. Grenier; M.H. Langevin; B. 
Leonhardt; K. McMurray; G. Pyburn; M. Soso, C. Terry. 
S. Carter; T. Bui; A. Ahmad; J. Anderson; Sr. Prudence. 


M. Brian; B. Lewis; J. Fiset; N. Gagnon; R. Mackay; M. Asfour; K. Blackburn. 


M. Belinsky; D. Chambers; M. Oppenheim; K. Waters. 


Documents considered and distributed at this meeting: 


ASFC 93-6M-C Final Report of the Task Force on Ph.D. in Humanities and SIP 


Programmes 


ASFC 93-8M-A Elections/Ratification - Arts and Science Faculty Council Committees 


ASFC 93-8M-B Nominations for Honourary Degree Recipients for Spring Convocation 


ASFC 93-8M-C Report of the Task Force on Senate Reform 


ASFC 93-8M-D Annual Report of the Arts and Science Status of Women Committee - for 


information only 


ASFC 93-8M-E Report and Recommendations on The Academic Planning and Budget 


1. 


Processes - for discussion at the January 7, 19094, ASFC Meeting 


Call to Order 
Dean Valaskakis called the meeting to order at 2:07 p.m. 
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93-8M-2 
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Approval of Agenda 
It was moved and seconded (Gray/Snyder) that the Agenda be approved as 


circulated. 


Carried. 
roval of the Min of October 15, 199: 


Dean Valaskakis noted that Motion 93-7M-6 should read "Be it resolved that the 
many hundred part-time faculty in Arts and Science be given access to the 
decision-making process of Senate through the mandating of a specific seat for 
part-time faculty from the Arts and Science faculty membership allotment on 
Senate, this seat to be filled by the election of and from the part-time faculty 
teaching in Arts and Science and that the elected member will be ratified by Arts 
and Science Faculty Council. 


It was moved and seconded (Gray/Giles) that the Minutes of the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council Meeting held October 15, 1993 be approved as 
corrected. 

‘arri 


Remarks from the Chair 


Dean Valaskakis reminded Council that it was sitting in the Russell Breen Senate 
Chambers and that Father Breen was very ill. She encouraged Council members 
who know Father Breen they might send him a note or card. 


Questions and Announcements 


Dean Valaskakis announced that Dr. Rita Terzian, a doctoral student from the 
Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry, received the Governor General 
Award. This was given annually to the student with the highest marks in the 
university. 


Dean Valaskakis also announced that Professor Arpi Hamalian of the Department 
of Education received a Governor General's Award for her work in the 


community. 


Ms. Giles reminded Council that the Task Force to Review Policies Pertaining to 
Rights and Responsibilities, set up by the Secretary-General and Vice-Rector, 
Services, was soliciting submissions to assist them in their task. 


Professor Sheps noted that the people who head the bodies being evaluated are 
also serving on the Task Force; this struck him as peculiar. 
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Ms. Giles responded that the mechanisms of those offices, not the bodies were 
being evaluated. It was not a review of those offices but of the policies they carry 


out. 
R fi iversi i 


Council of the School of Graduate Studies: 
Dr. Markiewitz informed Council that the graduate curriculum proposals in Arts 


and Science had been approved and forwarded to Senate. 


CUSA: 
Mr. Dalton said that a joint meeting of the Board of Governors and Senate was 


being arranged. The Concordia Council on Student Life would be submitting a 
brief on Senate reform. 


Senate: 
Dr. Pallen announced that Senate did not meet in October. 


Elections/Ratification - Arts and Science Faculty Council Committee: 


Advisory Search Committee for the Appointment of Department Chair: 


Name of Body, Current Director/Principal ASFC Representative 
Chemistry/Biochem T. Adley, Chair Dr. H. Kisilevsky (MATH) 
Acclaimed 


Arts and Science Faculty Curriculum Committee: 
Marika Giles (undergraduate student) 
Ratified 


Arts and Science Status of Women Committee: 
Professor Elizabeth Seddon (ENGL) (Part-time faculty) 
Ratified 


Arts and Science Student Request Committee: 
Marilyne Boyer - regular member 

Ken McMurray - alternate member 

Ratified 


NOTICE OF ELECTIONS 
ASFC MEETING - JANUARY 7, 1994 


Advisory Search Committee for the Appointment of Principal/Director: 
Name of Body Current Director/Principai, term ending May 31, 1994 
SCPA Dr. M. Mendell, Principal 
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8. 


Nominations for Honourary Degree Recipients for Spring Convocation 


Dean Valaskakis announced that this portion of Council would be closed. 


Final Report of the Task Force on Ph.D. in Humanities and STP Programmes 


Dean Valaskakis requested speaking privileges for Dr. Michael Oppenheim; there 
were no objections. 


Dr. Markiewitz introduced the document. The mandate of the Task Force had 
been to look at the two programs at the same time in order to look at any overlap 
and to ensure the programmes were using the resources available in the most 
efficient manner. This was not an appraisal committee; the programmes would 
be appraised by the normal academic appraisal committees next year. 


Dr. Markiewitz reported that the most pressing issue in the Special Individualized 
Programme from the perspective of Arts and Science had been the question of the 
single-discipline option. This issue had been debated for many years and concern 
was raised four years ago because of a pattern that had emerged in the SIP. 
Particular departments seemed to use the program more than others with clusters 
of students from one department passing through at a time. It seemed to be 
problematic in that it would occur without consideration of the resources available. 
It was decided to close off the single-discipline option. One of the 
recommendations from this Task Force was that the single-discipline option be 
reopened. This was to allow departments without a graduate program but who 
have faculty who are well qualified to work in graduate studies to supervise 
graduate students. Curriculum changes were approved at the last meeting of the 
Council of the School of Graduate studies and had been forwarded to Senate. 
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Dr. Markiewitz reported that several concems had been raised by the Task Force 
dealing with resources and Graduate Studies were dealing with them as best they 
could. 


She also mentioned concerns had been raised regarding the Ph.D. in Humanities’ 
courses and that Graduate Studies had arranged to have the Methodology course 
given in the 1993/94 academic year. 


Professor Shulman said he had concerns about trying to create a "common 
education" for everyone who was doing something different. He asked about the 
core courses in the Ph.D. Humanities programme and if these were presently in 


the.calendar. 


Dr. Markiewitz responded that these courses were in the calendar but that in the 
past administering the courses had been problematic. The core courses were a 
3-credit Thematic course and a 3-credit Interdisciplinary Methodology course. 


Professor Shulman asked if these were common courses for all students in the 
programme. He wished to know how one could have a common course when all 
students registered in the program were doing different programs. 


Dr. Markiewitz responded that the problem was in the term "core". The goal was 
to have a common course that all the students in the program would be involved 
with but would reflect the diversity of the students in the program as well as the 
theoretical and methodological approaches across a broad range. She would not 
expect the course to look the same from year to year. The course would not have 
a given body of literature that must be shared but that there were different 
perspectives that must be shared, presumably routed in the discipline. 


Professor Shulman asked about the statement of obligation for faculty to obtain 
funding for students.in the program. He wished to know if it suggested faculty 
who did not have research funding to not get involved in the programme. 


Dr. Oppenheim responded said that financial aid was an important issue for 
students. In many departments a lot of the money to help students through their 
program came from the research money of the faculty members in the department. 
In the SIP and Ph.D. Humanities programmes, it was important that these students 
have as much resources available to them as others. There was an obligation in 
that financial resources be as available to the SIP and Ph.D. Humanities students 
as other graduate students in the department. 


Dr. Gray asked why the Task Force was permitted to forward curriculum changes 
the year before the two programs would be undergoing appraisal; were not the 
curriculum changes premature? 
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Dr. Markiewitz said she did not feel they were premature. The curriculum 
changes were due to issues which had been debated for some time. This was a 
compromise to accommodate the concerns from the Faculty of Arts and Science 
due to the closure of the single-discipline option in the SIP. There were no other 
major curriculum changes. 


Dr. Oppenheim added that the change in administration of the Ph.D. in Humanities 
from the Faculty of Arts and Science to Graduate Studies led the programmes 
being examined at this time. 


Dr. White asked what the Task Force had in mind regarding compensation and 
recognition referred to in Sections 3 and 4? 


Dr. Markiewitz said that Graduate Studies were trying to set up a budget involving 
all graduate education, not just these two programmes. There were no answers 
as yet but compensation would have to be within the broader issue of university 
and faculty budgets. 


Dr. Teffeteller noted that the major change in the Special Individualized 
Programme was the reinstatement of the single discipline option was actually the 
correction of a mistake. 


Dr. Potworowski asked when the curriculum changes would be going to Senate. 


Dr. Markiewitz said the curriculum changes had been forwarded to Senate. APC 
would look at the proposed changes and forward them to Senate for debate - 
probably in 1994. 7 


Mr. Plamondon addressed Recommendation 2 limiting to 3 students from a single 
department registered in the SIP programme. He noted that some departments 
could accommodate a larger number of students than others. 


Dr. Oppenheim responded that the reason behind this was because of the outside 
evaluator's comments. The evaluator reasoned that allowing departments without 
a graduate program to use the SIP programme was slipping in students without all 
the questions asked which normally accompany a graduate program proposal, 
questions regarding curriculum, resources and faculty. With the SIP program, 
these questions were not raised. This recommendation limits the number of 
students from a department but the number could be raised if a department could 
put forward good arguments. 


Professor Sheps asked about faculty, resource allocations and TA's. He noted that 
these programs could impact quite decidedly on departments which have their own 
graduate programs. Departments might have students registered from either the 
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SIP or Ph.D. Humanities programme; students who the departments might not 
have accepted into their own graduate programs. There might also arise an 
instance whereby a faculty member might refuse to take on a graduate student 
from one of the department's own graduate programs because he or she were 
already supervising a number from the SIP and Ph.D. Humanities programmes. 


Dr. Markiewitz responded that the possibility of a TA being made available to a 
department did not mean that the department would have to place that student in 
a teaching position within the department. Graduate Studies were not planning to 
dictate to a department how they should allocate their teaching assistantships. 
This was one possibility suggested to reward a department or to recognize a 
department's contribution to the programme(s). Admittedly, potential conflict was 
a very difficult one and clearly departments must plan how they would run their 
programs to ensure that faculty members would be available. Application to the 
SIP programme required the department's approval regarding supervision and 
students taking courses within the department. If there are resource implications 
Chairs have the opportunity to comment on that. 


Dr. Stevens returned to the recommendation to limit 3 students from a single 
department registering in the SIP programme. She noted that concessions could 
be made. Dr. Stevens wished to know if the outside evaluator was aware that a 
Ph.D. program had been forwarded to Québec in 1988 and was still awaiting a 
response when he made his remark about "sliding graduate programs in under the 
door". She did not feel that remark was appropriate in this instance. 


Dean Valaskakis noted that there was a difference between "sliding" and 
"bridging". : 


Dr. Gray reminded Council of the previous discussion regarding the SIP program. 
He said that Steering Committee suggested a Recommendation 10 be added to the 
effect that "A department's Graduate Studies Committee, if any, participate in 
overseeing graduate SIP programmes directed by that department's faculty 
members unless the SIP program is interdisciplinary and directed by faculty 
members from several departments". 


Dr. Markiewitz responded that that particular suggestion was part of the 
curriculum changes which had been sent to Senate. This had been added after 
Arts and Science made that suggestion in the spring and had been incorporated as 
well into the Guidelines of the SIP programme. 


Mr. Plamondon said that he had a problem with some of the recommendations. 
If a department did not have a Ph.D. option and students wished to continue in 
that department under a certain faculty member then the limiting of students to 
three to a department could prevent or inhibit this. In departments without a 
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Ph.D. option, the SIP programme enabled a student to be at the cutting edge of 
the field; the student did not lose time by transferring to another university and 
a new supervisor. He felt also that the report was negative rather than positive; 
the committee should have made an endorsement of an excellent program. The 
report focussed on the shortcomings of the program rather than showcase its 
successes. 


Dean Valaskakis thanked Dr. Oppenheim for his assistance and attendance. 


Report of the Task Force on Senate Reform 


Dean Valaskakis asked Council for speaking privileges for Katherine Waters, one 
of the authors of the report from the Task Force on Senate Reform, there were no 
objections. 


Dean Valaskakis moved Council into a Committee of the Whole. 


After a period of discussion lasting approximately one hour, Dean Valaskakis 
moved Council back into meeting. 


It was moved and seconded (Shulman/Leonhardt) that Arts and Science 
Faculty Council reject the Report of the Task Force on Senate Reform. 


M. Giles asked what the consequences of rejecting the document would be. 


Dean Valaskakis responded that the rejection would be forwarded to Senate. The 
document would be discussed at the next meeting of Senate. 


Professor Sheps said that he would be unhappy to see the document rejected. He 
agreed that there were problems with it but that he supported the intention and 
general thrust of the document. He believed the consequence of a rejection would 
lead to a rejection of it completely at Senate with the feeling being that there was 
no need for Senate reform. He thought it would be better to work out some of the 
problems Council had raised and to forward this to Senate. 


Dr. Sahni informed Council that should this motion pass and the document be 
rejected, he intended to make a motion that the document be sent back to the 
committee for revision. 


Dr. Brown spoke against the motion. He wished to emphasize the well-thought 
out recommendation regarding the role of the Rector. It was patently obvious to 
him that there should be a Speaker of the Senate so that the Rector would not be 
in a conflict of interest; that is, neutral as Chair yet leader of the administration. 
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Ms. Boyer asked, if the document were approved, what guarantee Council would 
have that the concerns raised would be taken into consideration. 


Dean Valaskakis responded Council would not have that guarantee with the 
motion. There were a number of options: Council could accept or reject the 
motion or another motion could be made with a “whereas, while Council 
supported the thrust of the document certain aspects of the document would need 


to be revised. 


It was moved and seconded (Shulman/Leonhardt) that Arts and Science 
Faculty Council reject the Report of the Task Force on Senate Reform. 


Defeated: 15 for: 16 opposed; 8 abstention 


It was moved and seconded (Sahni/Raudsepp) that Arts and Science Faculty 
Council supports the general thrust of the report but that Senate should note 
the following concerns and objections: list the concerns. 


Dr. Gray asked if Council could append the complete transcript from the minutes 
of this meeting with the motion instead of listing the concerns. 


Ms. Yates reminded Council that the transcript of The Committee of the Whole 
would not be considered as part of the official minutes and to have the transcript 
attached to the minutes of the meeting would require a motion. 


Professor Shulman said that he felt sentiment seemed to be against the document. 
We could make a motion later that this Council supports the democratization of 
Senate but not according to this document. 


Professor Sheps said that he did not agree. 


Dr. Pallen questioned if Senate would complete their discussion of the document 
and approve the reconstitution of Senate at their next meeting. He thought it 
would be worthwhile for Steering Committee to put the concerns raised in the 
meeting in a document to present to Senate. Council would inform Senate that 
it had discussed the document but wished to discuss it further at another meeting. 


Dean Valaskakis responded that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration and 
the Faculty of Fine Arts had discussed the report and had forwarded their motions 
to Senate. She believed the report would be discussed at the next meeting of 


Senate. 
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Mr. Dalton said that if he had submitted a paper with as many problems as this 
one seemed to have to a professor, it would not have been accepted. He had 
never had a professor accept the “thrust” of his paper. He felt that this document 
was a "rewrite". He did not support the motion. 


Mr. Leonhardt suggested an amendment to the motion: that the transcript from 
the Committee of the Whole portion of the meeting be appended to the motion 
and forwarded to Senate and that members of Council receive that transcript as 
part of the official minutes. 


93-8M-6 It was moved and seconded (Sahni/Raudsepp) that Arts and Science Faculty 
Council support the general direction and purpose of this report but ask that 
Senate take note of the following concerns and objections appended from the 
discussion of the Committee of the Whole. 


Ms. Giles said that she felt we do not accept the thrust of the motion. Some of 
the concerns raised were how did this committee fulfil its mandate and what kind 
of authority did they have. Council had spoken about the details of the document 
but little on the principals. She felt enough questions had been raised both by the 
committee and by this Council to reject the document. She said that the students 
had great difficulty with the portion regarding student representation. She felt 
Council should return the document for revision. 


Dr. White asked if the discussion would include the introductory speech by 
Professor Waters. 


Dean Valaskakis said that she felt that the spirit of the motion was just to include 
the concerns, not the 20 minutes of introduction by Professor Waters. Dean 
Valaskakis asked that Council consider extracting the concerns and objections 
rather than a complete transcript. 


Dr. Pallen said that we should append the complete transcript excluding Professor 
Waters’ introductory remarks. 


93-8M-7 It was moved and seconded (Giles/Dalton) that Arts and Science Faculty 
Council support the general direction and purpose of this report but ask that 
Senate take note of the following concerns and objections as appended in the 
discussion of the Committee of the Whole and, 


Be it further resolved that Arts and Science Faculty Council recommend that 
the document be sent back to the Task Force based on the concerns and 
objections. 


D :_12 in favour; te) :_ 4 abstentions 
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It was moved and seconded (Sahni/Raudsepp) that Arts and Science Faculty 
Council support the general direction and purpose of this report but ask that 
Senate take note of the following concerns and objections as appended in the 
discussion of the Committee of the Whole. 


P. :_23 in favour; 11 osed; 7 ab: ions 


Dean Valaskakis thanked Professor Waters for her attendance and assistance with 
the document. 


nnual Report of the Arts and Science Statu Women Committee - for 


information only 


Report and Recommendations on The Academic Planning and Budget 
Processes - for discussion at the January 7, 1994 ASFC meeting 


Dean Valaskakis asked Council to read the document carefully prior to the 
meeting of January 7, 1994. 


Other Business 


Dean Valaskakis informed Council that, on the advice of the Steering Committee, 
she withdrew her Notice of Motion from the meeting of October 15 regarding the 
establishment of a Faculty Academic Planning and Priorities Committee. She 
would initiate a small committee of Department Chairs who would establish the 
mandate and membership of that committee. Dean Valaskakis would bring that 
committee's recommendations back to Council in the fall of 1994. 


Dean Valaskakis announced that the Arts and Science GPA Task Force's report 
had been circulated to Chairs in the faculty. Dean Valaskakis had also taken the 
report to ACOVRA (Advisory Committee of the Office of the Vice-Rector, 
Academic). ACOVRA's recommendation was that this document be sent to the 
Faculty Deans’ meetings for discussion. 


Mr. Leonhardt said that CUSA had a committee working on the GPA and asked 
for a copy of the report. 


Dean Valaskakis asked Mr. Leonhardt to contact Dr. Sylvia Carter, Vice-Dean, 
Student Affairs for a copy of the report and appendices; Dr. Carter chaired the 


GPA Task Force. 
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14. — Noti io - None. 


15. Xx ting - Frid 7,.1994 : m. 


Dean Valaskakis reminded Council of the next meeting. 


16. Adjournment 


Dean Valaskakis wished all Council members a Happy Holiday. She also wished 
all the students good luck on their final exams. 


93-8M-8 It was moved and seconded (Giles/Pallen) that the meeting be adjourned at 
4:20 p.m. 


